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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-7, 9-17, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Fitzpatrick et al. (US Patent 5,436,963) in view of Adams et al. (US 

Patent 6,631,186). 

Claim 1 is limited to a method of message delivery. Fitzpatrick discloses a 
data processing system (figure 1 ) capable of allowing a user to populate a calendar with 
location info (i.e. registering a plurality of reception states for a receiving party) 
(column 2, line 50-column 3, line 12) and corresponding contact forwarding addresses 
(i.e. wherein said reception states specify conditions for establishing 
communications links with receiving party addresses). It is clear that Fitzpatrick 
provides call forwarding for at least one subscriber, however, there is no ability to 
provide call forwarding to multiple subscribers assigned to different telephone numbers. 
Therefore, Fitzpatrick anticipates all limitations of the claim with the exception of 
identifying a receiving party address from a first initiated communications link 
between a sending party and the receiving party. Adams teaches a logical 
progression over the single subscriber call-forwarding device of Fitzpatrick that includes 
a network accessible call forwarding service with the ability to handle multiple users. 
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Because the system of Adams has to arbitrate between different subscriber records, it 
contains a database of all users and upon a call request from a caller, the service polls 
its database for the corresponding called number, clearly the single subscriber unit of 
Fitzpatrick lacks this functionality, thus, the database must be included for full 
functionality (i.e. identifying a receiving party address from a first initiated 
communications link) (figure 1 ). It would have been obvious to replace the data 
processing device of Fitzpatrick with the network as taught by Adams for the purpose of 
providing call forwarding service to multiple users without the added cost of dedicated 
hardware for each subscriber necessitated by the data processing system of Fitzpatrick. 
In addition, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to include the database as taught by Adams for the purpose of 
distinguishing which subscriber's information is to be retrieved by analyzing the called 
number. In response to detecting the called party's records, the forwarding procedure 
can continue as disclosed by Fitzpatrick. Therefore, Fitzpatrick discloses polling a 
calendar to determine a subscriber's status (figure 2a, step 250) (i.e. determining 
reception state data specified by said plurality of reception states according to 
said receiving party address); the information is then presented to the caller (figure 
2a, step 290). Therefore, Fitzpatrick in view of Adams makes obvious all limitations of 
the claim. 

Claim 2 is limited to the method of claim 1, as covered by Fitzpatrick in view of 
Adams. Fitzpatrick discloses allowing a caller to determine whether a call is to be 
forwarded (i.e. receiving a response from the sending party specifying further 
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instructions for processing said first initiated communications link) (figure 2a, 
step 230; figure 2b, step 420). Therefore, Fitzpatrick in view of Adams makes obvious 
all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 3 is limited to the method of claim 1, as covered by Fitzpatrick in view of 
Adams. Adams was relied upon to show that the advantages of call forwarding are 
applicable in a network so that multiple users can benefit without investing in the 
necessary hardware. Further, Adams was shown to teach that network call forwarding 
solutions require called party identification for determining call forwarding options. 
Therefore, Fitzpatrick in view of Adams makes obvious all limitations of the claim with 
the exception of identifying a sending party address and determining contextually 
relevant reception state data according to said identified sending party address. 
Adams further teaches providing a call priority list (column 6, lines 49-63). This enables 
a subscriber to determine if certain parties will have the option to forward a call or not. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include a priority list as taught by Adams for the purpose of allowing a subscriber to 
block calls that are not necessary, thus providing privacy and/or protection from 
unwanted calls. 

Claim 4 is limited to the method of claim 3, as covered by Fitzpatrick in view of 
Adams. Fitzpatrick discloses a calendar mode that provides a call forwarding number 
related to the current time/date (i.e. contextually relevant reception state data 
according to the time of said first initiated communications link) (column 2, line 63- 
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column 3, line 12). Therefore, Fitzpatrick in view of Adams makes obvious all limitations 
of the claim. 

Claim 5 is limited to the method of claim 1, as covered by Fitzpatrick in view of 
Adams. Fitzpatrick discloses completing said first communications link (figure 2b, 
step 440). Therefore, Fitzpatrick in view of Adams makes obvious all limitations of the 
claim. 

Claim 6 is limited to the method of claim 1, as covered by Fitzpatrick in view of 
Adams. Fitzpatrick discloses terminating said first initiated communications link 
(figure 2b, step STOP). Therefore, Fitzpatrick in view of Adams makes obvious all 
limitations of the claim. 

Claim 7 is limited to the method of claims 2 or 6, as covered by Fitzpatrick in 
view of Adams. Fitzpatrick discloses determining if a caller wants to forward a call (i.e. 
according to said response, initiating a second communications link) (figure 2b, 
step 420), the forwarding number is a telephone number. Its nature as a forwarding 
number makes it different from the initial number, and because it is a telephone 
number it is on the same communications channel as said first initiated 
communication link. Therefore, Fitzpatrick in view of Adams makes obvious all 
limitations of the claim. 

Claim 9 is limited to the method of claim 1, as covered by Fitzpatrick in view of 
Adams. Fitzpatrick discloses a call forwarding system that inherently allows at least a 
second caller (i.e. detecting at least one additional initiated communications link 
from subsequent sending parties) to be treated with the same processing functions 
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as a first caller after a first caller has completed their call (i.e. and presenting said 
reception state data to selected ones of said subsequent sending parties). 

Therefore, Fitzpatrick in view of Adams makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 10 is limited to the method of claim 1, as covered by Fitzpatrick in view of 
Adams. Clearly, Fitzpatrick intends for any caller to be presented with forwarding 
options from any subscriber (i.e. initiating at least one additional communications 
link from said receiving party or said sending party to a third party) with the call 
forwarding functions described (i.e. and presenting reception state data associated 
with said third party to at least one of said sending party or said receiving party). 
Therefore, Fitzpatrick in view of Adams makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claims 1 1-17, 19, and 20 are directed toward a machine-readable storage with a 
program that executes the method that is essentially the same as claims 1-7, 9, and 10, 
respectively. Clearly, Fitzpatrick discloses a data processing system and likewise, the 
networks of Adams and O'Neal use computer devices that inherently require machine- 
readable storage with computer programs for their operation. Thus, claims 1 1-17, 19, 
and 20 are essentially the same as claims 1-7, 9, and 10, respectively, and are rejected 
for the same reasons. 

Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fitzpatrick in view of Adams and further in view of O'Neal et al. (US Patent 6,263,064). 

Claim 8 is limited to the method of claims 2 or 6, as covered by Fitzpatrick in 
view of Adams. As shown in claim 7, Fitzpatrick in view of Adams teaches connecting a 
caller to a subscriber via a forwarding telephone number, but does not provide a 
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network with the ability for inter-format communication. Therefore, Fitzpatrick in view of 
Adams makes obvious all limitations of the claim with the exception of initiating a 
second communications link using a communications channel different from the 
communications channel of said first initiated communications link. O'Neal 
teaches a unified network that allows a subscriber to setup call forwarding with the 
ability to transmit phone messages to email and vice versa (column 6, lines 50-65). The 
unified network architecture of O'Neal allows a subscriber the ability to manage all 
personal communication peripherals in one package with the ability for 
intercommunication between all devices (column 3, line 8-column 5, line 19). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
replace the telephony-centric network of Fitzpatrick in view of Adams with the unified 
network as taught by O'Neal for the purpose of allowing a subscriber to setup call 
forwarding options between all personal peripherals regardless of their communications 
links. 

Claim 18 is essentially the same as claim 8, and is rejected for the same 
reasons. See the rejections of claims 1 1-17, 19, and 20 for rationale of similarity. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Walter F Briney III whose telephone number is 703-305- 
0347. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am - 4:30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Forester W Isen can be reached on 703-305-4386. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



WFB 
6/18/04 




